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Abstract of thesis titled: 
Social Perception of Achieved Relationship Harmony in the Work Place 
Submitted by LI Chun 
for the degree of Master of Philosophy in Psychology 
at The Chinese University of Hong Kong in June 1999. 
This is a study to examine the nomological net around the construct of 
relationship harmony (RH) in a work place. While investigating its connection 
with self-report and peer-given personality ratings, its differences with two other 
relational constructs一 liking and contribution to the group一 were explored at 
three different levels. After working in academic groups of social psychology 
classes for three months, 107 undergraduates gave ratings to each other in their 
own group. Relationship harmony was found to be a relationship-oriented 
construct. It was related to the personality judgments rated by both the peers and 
the selfwhen it was a general reputation at individual level, a socially agreed 
degree ofrelationship quality at dyadic level, and an asset possessed by the group 
to function at the group level. Relationship harmony was different from 
contribution at all three levels and has been shown to be less dependent on the 
target person being rated when compared to liking at the dyadic level. However, 
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few differences were found between relationship harmony and liking with 
regards to their external correlates at the individual and group levels. Reasons for 
such absence of differentiation were discussed and further studies were proposed 
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Social Perception of Achieved Relationship Harmony in the Work Place 
Harmony has been a highly desirable state for Chinese in which conflicts and 
arguments are minimized. At the national level, Confucianism was a 'thoroughly 
secular, this-world system developed in a time of chaos to allow China a 
modicum ofharmony' (Gabrenya & Hwang, 1996, p. 310). Within the family, 
folk wisdom considers harmony as the building block for family success (家和萬 
事興).The married lives of Chinese under psychologists' investigation are also 
characterized by harmony (Goodwin & Tang, 1996). 
Besides the theoretical emphases brought down by Confucianism thousands 
of years ago, qualitative research has also nominated harmony of interpersonal 
relationships as one of the nine sources ofhappiness for Chinese in modern-day 
Taiwan (Lu & Shih, 1997). Even in a work setting, when the authors have asked 
students who worked in groups to propose criteria to evaluate each others' 
contribution within the group, the ability to maintain harmony has been 
propounded. Such emphasis on the ability to maintain group harmony was 
concordant with the quality of leaders in work groups examined by Nicholas and 
Penwell(1995). 
Seeing the pervasiveness of harmony in relationships, Kwan, Bond and 
Singelis (1997) have rendered the first attempt to operationalize relationship 
harmony as the level ofharmony achieved in the relationships with five most 
important persons in one's life (RH[5]) and have proved it as a predictor for life 
satisfaction. For both Chinese and Americans, relationship harmony provides 
additive predicting power for life satisfaction while not correlating with self-
esteem. The same phenomenon also exists in other cultures (Stewart, Rao, Bond, 
McBride-Chang, Fielding & Kennard, 1998). Given that the usefulness of 
RH in the Work Place iii 
relationship harmony to predict life satisfaction is not confined within Chinese 
culture, it is promising that relationship harmony can be a new 'oriental 
discovery'. It may be that relationship harmony will unveil a new dimension of 
interpersonal relationship other than constructs that have developed from the 
West. 
However, before we are to make such fanciful conclusion, we should 
understand relationship harmony by 'setting it within a “nomological network" 
of lawful relations with other constructs and ultimately with observables' 
(Gurtman, 1992, p. 105). Only with an established network within a culture, will 
the functional or relational differences be easily revealed when relationship 
harmony is introduced to another culture. Therefore, the present study serves as 
part of a program to establish the nomological network surrounding the construct 
of relationship harmony. 
The Puzzle 
Li, Kwan and Bond (1998) have started a study to explore the nomological 
net around relationship harmony. They found that RH[5] moderately correlated 
with self-report Emotional Stability, r (128) = .24, and Extroversion, r (128) 
= .21 , , Helpfulness, r (128) = .32, Restraint, r (128) = .29, and Openness, r (128) 
=.21, (all p's <.05) and with peer-given Extroversion, r (128)=.19 (all p's <.05). 
Though not very strong, the correlates between RH[5] and the self-report 
personality were comparable to Kwan et al. (1997) study. For peer ratings, since 
Extroversion has been the personality dimension rendering higher self-other 
congruence (Borgatta, 1964; McCrae, 1982; John & Robins, 1994), its significant 
correlate with RH[5] may only reflect the shared variance resulting form self-other 
congruence. Although we can expect peer-ratings to have lower correlates with 
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self-report RH[5] as they were of cross-method, the difference between same-
method and cross-method correlations should not be that drastic as reported by 
John and Robins (1993). Therefore, it is very probable that the absence of 
correlates with peer-given personality was not merely a result of cross-method 
variance but actually reflecting the absence of connection between peer-ratings 
and RH[5]. 
An enigma arises when we reflect on findings in Li et al. (1998) and the fact 
that relationship harmony has focused on ‘the relationship, rather than on the 
satisfaction of its constituent individuals or support derived by an individual 
from that relationship' (Kwan et al., 1997, p.l084). Since relationship harmony 
has been derived to assess the quality of the relationship rather than of the person 
holding the relations, it should be under the influence of both parties being 
involved in the relationship. However, puzzling results were found when Li et al. 
(1998) compared the ratings given by the self and the others. For ratings given by 
the self, relationship harmony with five most important persons (RH[5]) correlated 
with five dimensions of personality. For ratings given by others, it was surprising 
to find that RH[5] did not correlate with one's personality as rated by others at all. 
As Funder and Colvin (1997, p.617) suggest, 'the self that a person presents 
to others, and the way that self is perceived by others, importantly influences 
how those others treat him or her and how the person views him- or herself. 
Since relationship harmony has been derived to assess the quality of the 
relationship, it should be affected by how others treat the self. It is hard to 
imagine that how one assesses one's relationships is not related to how others 
treat himv^  her. 
These puzzling findings demand a more careful attempt to deal with the 
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ways to collect ratings given by others. One issue that calls for attention is the 
discrepancy between the persons included in the RH[5] and the persons giving the 
personality ratings. Li et al. (1998) asked students working in a group to rate 
each others' personality and correlated those ratings with the R H [ 5 ] . Since the 
people included in the RH[5] were by and large family members and close friends, 
it was unlikely that the peers giving personality ratings were included. Thus, it 
will be explored if the results were affected by the inaccuracy ofjudgments made 
by the peers, the difference ofbehaviors expressed by the persons being rated in 
different settings, or the effect of different levels of analysis. 
Questioning Accuracy of Personality Judgment by Peers 
One possible cause for the missing link between peer-given personality and 
self-report RH[5] may echo with the sociological theory in self-other congruence 
research. The sociological theory suggests that personality perceived by others is 
simply an arbitrary social construct which cannot be termed as accurate or not 
(Shrauger & Schoeneman, 1979; Stryker & Gottlieb, 1981). However, in a series 
of research conducted by Funder and his colleagues (Colvin, Block, & Funder, 
1995; Funder & Colvin, 1988, 1991; Funder & Dobroth, 1987; Funder & Sneed, 
1993), good self-other and inter-judge agreement of personality attributes has 
been found. Kolar, Funder ,8c Colvin (1996) even found that personality 
judgments from the peers did a betterjob in predicting video-taped behaviors 
than that from the self. These findings suggest that the personality judgments 
made by others were not merely conjectures but an assessment of some qualities 
within a person. Therefore, the notion that ratings given by others are not 
accurate cannot be accepted. 
An alternative explanation for the absence of connection between RH[5] and 
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peer-ratings of personality may simply be the fact that people behave and thus 
are perceived differently in different contexts. Consider the following example if 
we assume that Restraint can help to promote relationship harmony. John, being 
high in Restraint towards his family members included in his RH[5], achieves 
high relationship harmony with them. However, while he works with his group 
members, he may be less restrained and has a lower level of relationship 
harmony with his group members. As in Li et al. (1998) study, even if John's 
group members provide accurate assessment ofhis level ofRestraint in the group, 
this other-rated personality attribute will not correlate with his RH[5] with his 
family members. 
In order to tackle this problem, we can ask the people included in John's 
RH[5] to rate John's personality, or alternatively, we can collect John's relationship 
harmony ratings with his group members and compare them with the personality 
judgments made by his group members. In the present study, relationship 
harmony with group members and personality judgments given by group 
members will be collected. The relationship harmony with peers in a work group 
setting (RH[w])will be compared to the personality judgments by those peers to 
see if they are related. This group setting will provide a more controlled 
environment and also make the establishment of discriminant validity between 
RH and other constructs possible as discussed below. 
Differentiating RH with Liking and Contribution 
Another implication brought by Li et al. (1998) might be that relationship 
harmony could be affected by the nature of the relationships being rated. When 
one is asked to rate the RH[5], one may focus on the interpersonal, intimate nature 
of the relationship. However, the RH[w] will tend to be task-oriented. The 
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puzzling findings ofLi et al. (1998) might arise from this difference of nature of 
relationships. One way to clarify this issue is to compare RH[w] with other 
constructs and establish discriminant validity between them. To see ifRH[w] is 
different from existing constructs assessing relationship-oriented and task-
oriented relationship, two constructs will be incorporated in the present study. 
Besides RH[w], liking scores with the peers in the work group will also be 
collected. Liking has long been the interests of psychologists as a measure of 
interpersonal relationships (Rubin, 1973). In Chinese sample, Lee and Bond 
(1998) showed that personality dimensions of Helpfulness and Intellect predicted 
roommates' liking. In the present study, we expect people high in Helpfulness 
and Intellect will have higher liking scores given by peers, that is, helpful and 
intellectual person are liked by others. IfRH[w] is tapping something other than 
liking, it should yield more or less correlates when compared to liking. For 
example, as RH[w] stresses the absence of conflict and the attainment of a balance 
stage in interpersonal relationships, the dimensions of Restraint and Emotional 
Stability should help to promote relationship harmony. People who are more able 
to control themselves and more predictable emotionally will be more liking to 
avoid conflict. 
To see whether relationship harmony is different from task oriented 
assessment, the contribution of each group member as rated by other group 
members will also be included. Although contributing to the group work and 
maintaining high RH[w] with others may require some common qualities such as 
Helpfulness, contribution may require something more directly related to the 
group work. For example, being intelligent will help the group to work well but 
not necessarily will maintain a harmonious relationship. However, if one can 
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maintain a harmonious relationship, one will usually help a group to work more 
smoothly. Therefore, it is expected that contribution will be more closely linked 
to personality than RH[w] will be. 
Introducing Different Levels of Analysis 
As Li et al. (1998) has pointed out, the last difference between RH[5] and 
RH[w] is that the former asks the participant to think of five relationships and to 
rate them one by one while the latter may prime the participants to think of the 
relationships as one-to-many. While asking the participants to rate RH[5], the 
participants may tend to think of the five persons as individuals in different 
settings (parent at home, friends in school, etc.), but when they are asked to rate 
the group members, they may tend to see the ratings as one-to-many in the same 
work group. Whether this difference exists between RH[5] and RH[w] requires 
further investigation. Actually, even in the analysis ofRH[w], the one-to-one or 
one-to-many difference can be revealed by comparing analyses at different 
levels. 
As Kashy and Kenny (1997) suggested, there are at least three general 
levels of measurement for outcome variables in a group research: individual-
level, dyad-level, and group-level. In a five-person group, the individual level 
analysis will have five ratings (Persons A, B, C, D, and E) such as the average of 
five RH[w],s given by each person. In this case, collecting a one-to-many 
measurement. In the dyad-level, the measurements can be obtained in the manner 
that each individual is paired with each of the other group members (AB, AC, 
AD, AE, and so on). Therefore, if we ask each group member to provide their 
RH[w] with each of the other members, we can have 20 one-to-one ratings in a 
group. In the group-level, a score will be available for each group so that the 
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number of measurements will be equal to the number of groups. For example, the 
averaged self-ratings of RH[w] within a group can become the index for the level 
ofRH[w] for the group as a whole. 
Each of the three levels can provide unique insight about the influence of 
RH[w] in a social context. At the individual level, the aggregated peer-given 
ratings are the reputation possessed by a person. It will be explored how such 
reputations affect the RH[w] and if discrepancies between self-concept and social 
reputation will result in any social influences. At the dyadic level, the Social 
Relations Model (SRM) (Kenny & La Voie, 1984) can partition the variance due 
to rater, target, relationship and error respectively. This will allow a more 
detailed comparison between the compositions ofRH[w] and liking. At the group 
level, RH[w] can be evaluated as a group quality that can promote group 
performance and it can be seen if a harmonious group is stale or RH[w] can help 
group to move towards realistic goals. 
According to Bond (1996), the findings in one level of analysis is not 
supposed to be shifted to another level readily. The relations held in the 
individual level are not necessarily replicable at the dyadic or the group level. 
Therefore, it is necessary to look at the possible connections at each level. 
Individual-level Analysis for Social Reputation 
To solve the puzzle of whether relationship harmony of a person is affected 
by both the person and the people around, averaged ratings given by the peers in 
the work group on personality, RH_, liking, contribution have been used. These 
ratings are from the perspective of peers in a work group setting that can be 
conceptualized as one's reputation in the eyes of others (Hogan, 1995). Hogan 
(1995) also showed that the reputation of an individual could be assessed with 
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acceptable reliability (cf. Funder & Sneed, 1993; McCrae, Yik, Trapnell, Bond, 
& Paulhus, 1998) and be used to forecast future behavior. 
Self-report and peer-given personality and RH^ . Comparison between self-
report constructs and ratings given by peers can clarify if there is any 
connections between the self and the peers. In the self-system, favorable traits 
possessed by a person often related to a more harmonious assessment of 
relationship of that person. As Li et al. (1998) reported, self-reported personality 
dimensions (Emotional Stability, Extroversion, Helpfulness, Restraint, Openness 
to Experience) have been shown to correlate with self-report RH[5]. In the present 
study, whether there is some overlap between the self-system and the peer-
system will be investigated. During daily interactions, people may ask,’ I am so 
helpful/ clever/ restrained/ out-going, why am I not liked by others?' This is 
actually a question of whether self-report personality can translate into a 
favorable reputation given by others. Therefore, the self-report personality will 
be used to predict peer-given RH[w], liking, and contribution. 
Alternatively, the reputation of a person in terms of trait assessment given by 
peers should have some effects on how the person see his/ her relationship with 
the peers (RH[w], liking, and contribution ). For example, if a person is regarded 
as helpful in general, others may try to reward the person by expressing their 
appreciation in daily interaction. This kind of positive feedback by the peers 
should influence how a personjudges the quality of relationships s/he has 
achieved in general. Thus, the relations between peer-given personality judgment 
and self-report RH[w], liking and contribution will be explored. 
Trait self-enhancement and self-report and peer-given ratings. Another way 
to look at the issue will be seeking the degree of consistency between self-report 
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and peer-given personality. As previous hypothesized, a person's harmonious 
level or likability could be related to the mean trait ratings reported by self or 
rated by peers. However, the relationship between two persons may also be 
affected by the differences between ratings given by the self and the peers. 
Psychologists have tried to operationalize self-enhancement by discrepancy-
based indexes derived from self-report and peer-given ratings on favorable traits 
(Colvin et aL,1995; John and Robins, 1994; Paulhus, 1998). Whether one self-
enhances or self-effaces may affect the one's relationship with others in general 
can be assessed in the present study. 
Since Taylor and Brown (1988) have argued for the promotion of mental 
health by positive illusion, there were many debates concerning the value of 
unrealistically positive self-evaluations (Colvin & Block, 1994; Taylor and 
Brown, 1994). Positively, self-enhancers were inclined to have higher self-
esteem, experience more positive affect, and have low levels of depression (e.g. 
Agostinelli, Sherman, Presson, & Chassin, 1992; Brown, 1986; Ruehlman, West, 
& Pasahow, 1985). Negatively, the self-enhancers displayed behaviors that were 
judged by peers to be detrimental to positive social interaction (Colvin et al., 
1995). 
In the present study, the relationship between self-enhancement and both 
self-report and peer-given constructs will be explored. According to Yik, Bond 
and Paulhus (1998), self-enhancement should be linked to higher self-esteem. 
However, since self-effacement is the norm in Chinese culture (Bond, 1991; 
Markus & Kitayama, 1991), it would be inappropriate for a person to self-
enhance in a social setting. Self-enhancers may be seen as 'arrogant’ and not 
humble enough to fit in the social norm. Therefore, it is hypothesized that self-
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enhancement may not promote social harmony and thus may have negative 
relations with constructs such as RH[w], liking, and contribution. 
Dyadic-level Analysis for Social Interaction 
Apart from analyzing the data by averaging all the peer-given scores to yield 
'reputation indicators', analysis can be done on a one-to-one basis. According to 
the Social Relations Model (SRM), developed by Kenny and his colleagues 
(Kenny, 1994; Kenny & La Voie, 1984; Warner, Kenny, & Stoto, 1979), each 
dyadic score is composed of four components: group mean, rater effect, partner 
effect, and relationship effect. The decomposition will help to reveal the possible 
differences between RH[w], Liking, and Contribution in terms of sources of 
variance. 
Decomposition of variance. Taking the RHA-B between Amy and Ben in a 
group for illustration. The ‘group mean’ in the SRM model is the tendency for all 
members in the group to rate others. It is possible that different groups will have 
different degrees ofRH[w] and the differences are to be controlled. The rater 
effect will be the tendency of the rater in giving ratings. Amy may tend to rate 
her RH[w] with people high and Ben may tend to his RH[w] with others low. This 
general tendency to give a consistent level of responses is termed as the rater 
effect. The partner effect is the tendency to elicit ratings from others. Whether 
Amy or Ben tend to received high RH[w] scores will be another source of variance 
in RH .^B- The relationship effect is the unique variance resulting from the 
combination of Amy and Ben after the overall tendencies (rater and target effects) 
have been taken away. 
For both relational and personality constructs, hypotheses can be deduced 
according to SRM system of variance decomposition. IfRH[w] is a construct 
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concentrating on the relationship between two parties, then higher variance 
should be found in the relationship effect other than rater and target effects. As 
for personality traits, if those are some stable qualities of a person, then they 
should have highest variance arises from the target effect (Malloy & Albright, 
1990). Since liking a person is more linked to the person being rated, RH[w] 
should have a smaller target effect when compared to liking. 
Reciprocity. Also, SRM can also compute a set of correlations to tackle 
different problems. The correlation between rater and target effect of a person 
can reveal the generalized reciprocity, which means whether the way Amy rates 
her RH[w] related to the way others rate her RH[w]. SRM can also correlate the two 
members' relationship effect at dyadic level, resulting in a mechanism called 
dyadic reciprocity. This will allow us to answer the question: if Amy sees RH^.g 
as exceptionally low, will Ben also give an exceptionally low RH^.g? If RH[w] 
really taps in the relationship component rather than the rater and partner effects, 
there should be dyadic reciprocity. However, since it should not be dependent 
upon the rater and target effect, it should not have a high general reciprocity. 
Constructs comparison. The multiple measures obtained, such as RH[w] and 
liking, can also be compared at the dyadic level. The intrapersonal correlation 
can indicate whether Amy will tend to like Ben if she assesses RH^.g favorably. 
Also, interpersonal correlation can illustrate if Ben would like Amy if Amy 
assesses RH^.g favorably. This will further provide us with information of the 
extent these two constructs overlap. It is expected that the correlations should not 
be high as liking and RH[w] should be different from each other. Since only the 
aggregate contribution scores were collected from the group members, the 
individual ratings were not available and thus contribution could not be 
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compared to RH[w] and liking. 
R R ^ and liking prediction. As the RHA-s's given by both Amy and Ben 
should be assessing their achieved RH^.g between them, the personality ofboth 
parties can be seen as the 'resources' they have brought into the relationship. 
Whether those resources could influence the RH^.g would be important in 
knowing the effect of the rater and of the target personality or achieved RH^.g. 
Group-level Analysis for Social Asset 
The performance of a group has been linked to the personality possessed by 
its members in the past studies. Barrick and Mount (1991) and Hough, Eaton, 
Dunnette, Kamp, & McCloy (1990) showed that Conscientiousness in the Big 
Five is a valid predictor ofhow work groups function. Shiu & Bond (1997) 
examined the personality resources of a group by collecting means and variances 
ofboth self and other ratings. Self-report assertiveness and application were 
found to have influence on group processes and some evidence of influence from 
low variance in the group members' personality was also presented. 
Interaction as an asset of groups. If total sum of personality in a group can 
be regarded as the 'resources' available in the group, then the group interaction 
will be the 'chemical effect' resulted from the combination of personality 
resources. As synergy is always valued in group-work, it has been believed that 
the aggregation of different people can elicit performance that is greater than the 
simple sum of the individuals. Thus, besides pooling the self-report and peer-
given personality, the total RH[w], liking, and contribution scores can be summed 
to yield indexes for the interaction within a group. In the present study, the 
personality resources will be used to predict group process, then the interaction 
indexes will be entered to see if they can add prediction power above the 
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personality resources. It is expected that all three indexes will help to predict 
group performance. Moreover, the contribution scores should be more closely 
linked to the group performance than liking and RH[w]. 
Differences between internal and external performance criteria. Also, the 
group performance studied by past research was the performance evaluated by 
the group members. In reality, group members can rate their group favorably but 
that favorable ratings may or may not fulfill the requirements imposed on the 
group by an outsider. It would be ideal for the mechanism driving towards 
internal and external assessment of a group to be the same. If the resources 
needed to achieve internal versus external evaluation of a group are different, 
then groups may not be able to attain goals imposed on them by others just by 
internal evaluation. In this case, only by knowing the differences in the predictors 
for internal versus external evaluation will a group be able to make adjustments 
to fit both criteria. 
In the present study, an outsider will give score to each group based on the 
quality of the group assignments. Therefore, the relationship between the 
personality resources, interaction indexes, and the group assignment scores of 
each group rated by an external party will be explored. 
Present Study 
This is a study to examine the nomological net around relationship harmony 
in a work place (RH[w]) at three levels of analyses: individual, dyad, and group. 
While investigating its connection with self-report and peer-given personality at 
the three levels, its differences with two other relational constructs— liking and 
contribution~"will be explored. 
As RH[w] is a social-oriented construct different from liking and contribution, 
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it is hypothesized that it will have different correlates with self-report and peer-
given reputation in terms of personality at the individual level. At the dyadic 
level, a large amount of variance due to relationship for RH[w] is expected. For 
group processing, RH[w]' is expected to be a favorable quality that can help groups 
" V ^ 
to perform better. <: 
Method 
Participants 
Participants were 107 Hong Kong Chinese undergraduates taking part in the 
study in partial fulfillment of their social psychology course requirements. The 
participants were asked to form groups composed of 5 or 6 persons, resulting in 
19 groups composed of 5 persons and 2 groups of 6 persons. Eleven groups were 
all female and ten groups were mixed. 
Research Setting 
To complete the requirements of the social psychology course, each group 
had to complete 3 group assignments during the 3-month duration of the course. 
They were required to meet at least once a week in addition to attending regular 
class meetings. Thirty percent of their final course grades were based on the 
group projects and twenty percent on their contributions as rated by their other 
group members. Given the plentiful opportunities to cooperate and interact with 
each other, this realistic group setting allowed the respondents to observe one 
another in the work place. 
Instruments 
At the beginning of the term (T1), participants were asked to assess 
themselves by four measures. 
Interpersonal relationship harmony score. The Interpersonal Relationship 
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Harmony Inventory (Kwan et. al., 1997) was used to evaluate the degree of an 
individual's achieved interpersonal relationship harmony. The respondents were 
asked to specify the target's name, gender and relationship for the five most 
important dyadic relationships in their lives. In addition, respondents indicated 
the degree ofharmony characterizing each relationship ranging from 1 "very 
low" to 7, "very high". A relationship harmony index was calculated by taking 
the mean of the 5 harmony ratings. 
Sino-American Person Perception Scale fSAPPSY The SAPPS (Yik & Bond, 
1993) was composed ofboth indigenous and imported personality trait items. It 
consisted of 32, bipolar adjective scales comprehensively measuring the 
perceived dimensions of personality in the Chinese culture. The items are mixed 
randomly with half of the positive poles on the right side and the remaining half 
on left side of the scale. There are eight dimensions in the SAPPS, namely 
Openness to Experience, Emotional stability, Extroversion, Application, Intellect, 
Helpfulness, Restraint, and Assertiveness. All the 107 respondents were asked to 
rate themselves and each group member in their groups on 7-point scales. The 
alpha coefficients for self-ratings of SAPPS showed an acceptable level of 
internal consistency for four-item scales ranging from .43 for Helpfulness to .84 
for Openness. According to Lai and Bond (1997), all the eight dimensions were 
rated as favorable in Chinese sample. 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. The Rosenberg (1965) Self-Esteem Scale 
(RSES) is a 10-item measure of global, personal self-esteem. Responses were 
made on a 4-point scale with anchors of 1- "strongly disagree" and 4- "Strongly 
agree". The alpha coefficient for this scale was .80. The test-retest reliablities of 
the scale was greater than .80 (Rogenberg, 1965; Wylie, 1974). The alpha for the 
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present sample was .84, which is consistent with past research in Hong Kong 
(Yik, Bond, & Paulhus, 1998) and comparable to North American college 
students' findings (Rosenberg, 1965). 
Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS). The six items used to measure life 
satisfaction were from the Satisfaction With Life Scale (SWLS; Diener, Emmons, 
Larsen, & Griffm, 1985) and the Delighted-Terrible Scale (D-T Scale; Andrews 
& Withey, 1976). Participants were to indicate their responses on a 7-point Likert 
Scale for the five items from SWLS, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree). Responses for the item taking from the D-T Scale were made on 
a 10-point scale ranging from 1 (terrible) to 7 (delighted), as well as the options 
of 8 (neutral), 9 (never thought about it), and 10 (does not apply to me). The 
alpha for this scale was .81 in the present study. 
Towards the end of the course, when the group should have at least 10 
formal meetings (T2), the participants were asked to rate each other by SAPPS 
and giving interpersonal relationship harmony score. Also, they were to give 
each other an interpersonal liking score, individual contribution score and rate 
the group by the inventories introduced below. 
Interpersonal liking score. A general liking score is obtained when all the 
group members are asked to indicate how much they liked each group member 
on a 7-point scale at the end of the term. A liking score for each participant was 
thus computed by averaging the ratings that were given to that participant by all 
their group members. 
Individual contribution score. All respondents had learnt some important 
information about other members' skills and shortcomings in the course of 
completing their group assignments. Thus, each group designed its own 
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evaluation form to evaluate each of its member's contributions to the group 
assignments. Each group independently chose the components and weights of the 
criteria in the evaluation forms. The most frequently selected criteria were 
variants of participation, responsibility, creativity, attentiveness, and 
communication skills. All respondents rated themselves and each member in 
their groups according to those criteria. Each group reported the averaged scores 
for each group members given by others. This score for each individual is his/her 
contribution score, which constituted 20% of the total course grade. Since there 
may be some group differences for the ratings, both the raw scores (contribution) 
and the scores centered to the group means (contributionJ will be used the results 
of the two scores will be reported. 
Group process measures. After working with each other for three months, the 
participants were also asked to evaluate their group process in T2. Sixty-two 
items, which focus the respondents on group's dynamics or group members' 
behaviors, were used. Ten items were from Group Interaction Measure (GIM; 
Watson, Michaelson, and Sharp, 1991), 8 from Team Development Scale (TDS; 
Dyer, 1977), and Group Style Description (GSD; Watson and Michaelson, 1988). 
All the items were scored on 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (a very little 
extent) to 5 (a very great extent). 
Group assignment score. Between (T1) and (T2), the each group should have 
completed two assignments required by the course. The participants were 
informed of the requirements of those assignments before they organize 
themselves into groups. The assignments were marked by the teaching assistants 
ofthe course and the two scores received by each group were averaged to form 
the group assignment score for each group. All the groups should have received 
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the assignments, the assignment scores and qualitative feedback made by the 
teaching assistant before (T2). 
Results and Discussion 
Psychometric Properties of Self- and Other- Rated Constructs 
The detailed report of descriptive statistics for self-report and averaged peer-
given ratings assessed by SAPPS are reported in Table 1. The mean alpha for the 
dimensions of self-report ratings was .68 and that of the averaged peer-given 
ratings for these 8 dimensions was .68 for the present study. There were some 
degrees of convergence between self-report and averaged peer-given ratings, 
with correlations ranging from none in Helpfulness to .60 in Extroversion, results 
which were concordant with past findings (Yik, 1993). 
By comparing the self-report and peer-given ratings with paired t-test, there 
was an overall tendency to self-efface except for the Openness to Experience 
dimension. These results were again consistent with past findings where Chinese 
showed self-enhancement in the Openness to Experience dimension and self-
effacement in all other dimensions (Yik et al., 1998). 
The reliability of peer-given ratings was accessed by intra-class correlations. 
The ICC ranged from .48 for Openness to .84 for Intellect, with mean ICC at .75. 
Another method to assess within-group inter-rater reliability (%G(4)) was 
proposed by James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984). The %G(4) for the eight 
dimensions ranged from .86 for Emotional Stability to .93 for Intellect. The %o(4) 
was different from ICC as it took the possible range of responses into account 
while ICC did not. As James et al. (1984) suggested, ICC could not reflect the 
actual agreement of thejudges if the 'item data suffer a severe restriction of 
range’（p. 89). Since our participants tended to rate each other favorably, the same 
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phenomenon emerged. Therefore ��� showed a higher agreement among the 
judges. In spite of the differences between the two inter-rater assessment tools, 
both ofthem showed the ratings of the participants converged. 
Insert Table 1 about here 
For relationship harmony and liking scores given by the peers, since both 
were single-item measures, the %G(i)was used to assess the inter-rater reliability. 
The %G(i)'s for both of the measure were .82 which were well above the general 
accepted level of .7 (George, 1990). Since the individual peer-given contribution 
scores were not collected, the %G(i) of this score cannot be computed. 
Insert Table 2 about here 
Given the convergence of self-peer and inter-rater ratings, the assessments 
made by the peers were reliable. If we pooled all the peer-given ratings together, 
general indexes for the person being assessed in the eyes of the peers will be 
achieved. Such averaged peer-given scores would be used in the individual level 
analysis to represent the 'reputation’ of a person in the eyes ofothers. 
Individual Level 
Table 3 showed a number of significant correlations between averaged peer-
given SAPPS and averaged peer-given relationship harmony, liking and 
contribution. Results and implications for the correlates with RH[w], liking, and 
contribution will be presented. 
Insert Table 3 about here 
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Peer-given SAPPS with Peer-given RH^^. Liking, and Contribution. Peer-
given RH[w] and liking correlated positively with 4 dimensions ofpeer-given 
personality: Application, Intellect, Helpfulness and Assertiveness. The 
correlations were modest to strong, ranging from .46 to .62 (all p's < .01). 
The correlations suggested that if a person had a reputation ofbeing high in 
Helpfulness, Restraint, Intellect, or Application among the peers, the person's 
general relationship harmony and 'likability' at the work place would be rated 
highly by the peers. This hinted that the general reputation in terms oftrait would 
influence the general reputation ofRH[w] and liking for a person. All the 
coefficients were tested to see if the correlates with RH[w] and liking were 
different. As can be seen from Table 3, RH[w] and liking are not different from 
each other in this respect. 
For centered contribution score to the group, there were more correlates with 
peer-given personality dimensions. For Helpfulness, the correlation coefficients 
for RH[w] and contribution were significantly different from each other. Therefore, 
people seen as helpful by others will be regarded as having higher RH[w] but not 
necessarily be considered as having contribution to the group. 
In order to simplify the picture by choosing more effectual trait predictors for 
RH[w], liking and contribution, stepwise regression was run to predict peer-given 
RH[w] by peer-given personality. For all the regressions with significant group 
effect, the dummy coded group names were entered before other predictors to 
control for group differences. RH[w] was only predicted by Helpfulness while 
liking was predicted by Helpfulness and Intellect and contribution was by 
Intellect, Application, and Extroversion. The general pattem was that the 
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reputation ofRH[w� was least related to trait reputation rated by peers. 
Since the reputation ofRH[w] was not strongly related to the reputation of 
personality held by others, it might support the notion that relationship harmony 
is a construct measuring the relationship rather than the person. Since the RH[w] 
with each individual was very different, it could hardly be predicted by a general 
reputation and resulting less predictors entering the model. 
Insert Table 4 about here 
Peer-given SAPPS with Self-report RH^^. Liking, and Contribution. Self-
report liking scores once again had the same correlates as RH[w] with as peer-
given SAPPS. However, the test for differences between correlation coefficients 
revealed that there was no drastic differences between those related to RH[w] and 
liking/ contribution. Given these were correlations of cross-method construct, 
current correlations were indicative in showing relations between peer-given 
personality and self-report RH[w]. 
Insert Table 5 about here 
Actually, in the regression analysis, it could be seen that when one was 
regarded as intelligent, one would like the peers more (model 2) and consider one 
self as contributing more to the group (model 3). However, for one to report 
higher RH[w] with peers, a reputation ofhigh in Helpfulness was required. This 
revealed the differences between RH[w] and the other two constructs as different 
kinds of reputation were influencing them. 
Insert Table 6 about here 
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The general trend is that the peer-given personality ratings were better in 
predicting peer-given than self-report RH[w], liking, and contribution. However, 
even though the relations were not that strong, peer-given traits could also 
predict the self-report RH[w], liking, contribution. This means the reputation o f a 
person in terms of traits perceived by group members affected how the selfor the 
peers assess one's RH[w], achieved liking, and contribution in the group. 
In Li et al. (1998) study, the personality reputation collected in work group 
setting was not related to RH[5]. In the present study, personality reputation in 
work group was related to RH[w] collected in the work group. The reason for 
personality reputation not affecting RH[5] in Li et al. (1998) might be due to the 
differences between RH[w] and RH[5] rather than the unreliability of peer-given 
ratings. Further confirmation was given when the self-report RH[w] is check 
against self-report R H [ 5 ] . The two constructs were not correlated (r(107)=.028, 
p=.77). It could be deduced that the self-report relationship harmony achieved 
with five most important others was different from that in the work group. 
The difference between RH[w] and RH[5] explained the missing link in Li et al. 
(1998) study. When Li et al. (1998) correlated personality judgments collected in 
a group setting with RH[5], they linked the personalityjudged by the specific 
group members to the general R H [ 5 ] . Since R H [ 5 ] was tapping a more general 
relationship harmony, its correlates with the personality reputation in a confined 
work group were not that strong. In this study, the specific personality reputation 
was related to specific RH[w], revealing the connection between personality 
reputation and RH. 
In a word, among the three constructs being predicted, RH[w] had fewer and 
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weaker linkages with personality than did liking and contribution. The reason for 
the fewer linkages ofRH[w] might be its dependency on the relationships. IfRH[w] 
was more responsive to the relationship between individuals, then it should be 
less dependent on the trait reputation of a person. 
For all the personality dimensions included, Helpfulness was useful in 
predicting RH[w] and Intellect in predicting liking, and contribution. The 
usefulness of Helpfulness wasjustified since Helpfulness was a quality that 
involves favorable social exchanges, which in turn would help to promote 
positive social interactions. It should be noted that Helpfulness was not useful in 
predicting liking and contribution; this might suggest the assessments of liking 
and contribution were based on a more task-oriented goal rather than on the 
quality of interpersonal relationships. In the academic work setting directed 
towards the goal of intellectual achievement, Intellect would be an important 
resource for the group members to work more easily. Thus, it is an attraction 
towards useful traits that cause Intellect to predict liking and contribution 
Self-report SAPPS with Other-report RH^^. liking, and contribution. To our 
surprise, self-report personality did not translate into favorable social evaluation 
from others in terms ofRH[w], liking, and contribution. It might be that the self-
report personality incorporates a lot of information that was not tapped by the 
group setting. People were not manifesting their 'whole person’ in a group, rather, 
only the dimension needed for the on-going work of the group would matter. 
Therefore, only self-report Intellect correlated with contribution. This results, 
however, furtherjustify the absence of relationship between self-rated RH[w] and 
other-rated personality as a result of the difference between RH[w] and RH[5] in Li 
et al. (1998) study. 
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Insert Table 7 about here 
Self-Enhancement on SAPPS and RH^^. liking, and contribution. To index 
the self-enhancement on the SAPPS dimensions, we regressed peer-given SAPPS 
onto the self-report SAPPS and retain the standardized residuals. These residual 
scores have been used to represent the Variance remaining after variance 
predictable from the staff or peer criterion has been removed' (John and Robins, 
1994，p.213). Since Lai and Bond (1997) reported that all the 8 dimensions in the 
SAPPS were favorably rated by Chinese, the higher scores in the 8 dimensions 
reported by the self when compared to others were regarded as self-enhancement. 
Generally, the self-enhancers across the eight dimensions had higher self-
esteem, and were more satisfied with their lives. Almost all the dimensions 
correlated with self-esteem, results which were consistent with past research (Yik 
et. al., 1998). 
Insert Table 8 about here 
General self-enhancement, defined by pooling all the residuals across the 8 
dimensions, correlated with peer-given liking and RH[w] negatively. This was 
consistent with the past research that self-enhancers were less welcomed socially 
(Colvin et al., 1995). If a person thought him-/ herself as higher in personality 
traits when compared to the judgments made by peers, s/he would probably be 
viewed as having less harmonious relationships or as being less likable. In 
Chinese culture, self-enhancing is usually termed as arrogant and it was 
reasonable to be less welcomed (Bond & Leung, 1982). Thus, it would not be 
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surprising to know that self-effacement is the norm in Chinese culture (Bond, 
1991). 
Insert Table 9 about here 
Another way to index self-enhancement was simply to subtract other-ratings 
from self-ratings. The results from this method of calculating self-enhancement 
were consistent with those obtained while using residual method. RH[w] and 
liking were not differentiated from each other by using both methods, and thus 
the conclusion was not affected. 
Insert Table 10 about here 
All in all, self-enhancement had positive impact on self adjustments but 
negative impact in social interaction. Self-enhancers had higher self-esteem and 
life satisfaction but were less liked by others and perceived to have less 
harmonious relationships. 
RH[w] and liking were similar to each other with regards to their relations 
with self-enhancement. Contribution, however, was not linked to self-
enhancement. This indicated that though self-enhancers were not liked, their 
contributions towards the group were recognized. Since self-effacement was the 
norm for Chinese (Yik et al., 1998), people deviated from the norm might not be 
welcomed even if they could contribution to the group work. Relating to self-
enhancement, RH[wj was different from contribution but not from liking. 
Dyadic Level 
Variance partitioning. Estimates of percentage of variance (Kenny & La 
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Voie, 1984) in terms of rater, partner, and relationship are presented in Table 11. 
Since the program was default to report significant level of .05, thus the tests 
using this program were using significant level of .05 rather than .01. For the 
SAPPS personality dimensions, substantial partner effects for all dimensions 
were significant, as has been found by Malloy & Albright (1990). It is 
understandable as personality traits are supposed to be something within a person 
and ratings should be related to the target being judged. The rater effects were 
also significant for all but one dimension—Openness to Experience. The 
magnitude ofthe of rater effects, however, was smaller when compared to that of 
partner effects. This suggested that even though there was some tendency for 
people to judge others' personality in certain ways, most of the variances were 
due to the person being rated. The relationship and error effects could not be 
partitioned from each other and thus could not be tested for significance since 
multiple ratings or repeated measures were required in order to do so. 
As for RH[w], the rater effects were significant but the magnitudes were 
small. People had a tendency to rate their relationships in a certain way. However, 
for the partner effect, no variance was found for RH[w]. This means that no person 
was judged in general as having harmonious relationships with others. As we 
have hypothesized, RH[w] should be capturing the nature of the relationship rather 
than something from the parties being involved. The absence of partner effect or 
the failure to find a 'relationally harmonious person’ helped to support RH[w] as a 
construct focusing on the relationship. 
For liking, rater and partner effects were both weak but significant. People 
did have a tendency to judge others as likable or to be judged as likable. While 
no partner effect was found for RH[w], the significant partner effect for liking 
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suggested that liking involved something 'inside' the person beingjudged. Liking 
was not as purely a relationship-oriented construct as RH[w] was. 
Although significant tests could not be performed, if we compare the 
magnitude of the relationship and error effects ofRH[w], liking and SAPPS, it is 
evident that RH[w] and liking had a much more variance remaining in the 
relationship/error domain. Although we could not draw the conclusion that the 
portion of relationship variance was greater than that for the error, we would at 
least be sure that both ratings were not heavily dependent on the raters or the 
partners. Though further partition of variance between relationship and error was 
not possible in the present data set, it was very possible that variance due to 
relationship played a heavy role. 
Insert Table 11 about here 
Reciprocity. Across the eight dimensions of SAPPS, no reciprocity occurred 
by SRM analysis in Table 12. The only significant general reciprocity for 
Openness to Experience was found to be problematic since this dimension did 
not have significant rater variance. These were consistent with data reported that 
SAPPS scores were influenced by the target and should not be under the 
influence of a kind of social exchange in terms of reciprocity. 
For both general liking and relationship harmony, the reciprocity was not 
significant, which was certain for RH[w] as it had no partner effect. Even for 
liking, its variance due to rater and partner effects were not very large either. This 
means the general tendencies to like or be liked by others was not that strong; 
therefore, there should not be any reciprocity when we correlated these two 
tendencies. 
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Both liking and RH[w] had dyadic reciprocity. The correlation for liking 
was .31 and significant. This means in a particular dyadic relationship between A 
and B, i f A likes B, then B will tend to like A. The magnitude of the correlation 
for liking was consistent with the educated guess by Kenny (1994, p.109-110). 
For relationship harmony, similar phenomenon occurred and two parties of a 
dyad tended to agree on the RH[w] between them. The dyadic reciprocity 
correlation was even higher but not significant. The insignificant correlation 
might be due to the fact that SRM treated the group as the unit of analysis for the 
tests of correlations. Separate estimates for each group were derived and then the 
mean and standard error of the estimates were derived. After that, the mean 
estimates were tested to see if they were different from zero. Therefore, if 
relationship harmony emerged in some groups but not in others, the correlations 
with high magnitude might not be statistically significant. 
The existence of dyadic but not general reciprocity was important as it 
showed that two persons agreed on the RH[w]/ liking in the one-to-one 
relationship between them. However, such agreement was not found with one-to-
many relationships between several persons. Thus liking and RH[w] were different 
from dyad to dyad, confirming our hypothesis that they were both basically 
relationship-oriented. 
Insert Table 12 about here 
Intrapersonal and interpersonal correlations. The intrapersonal correlation for 
RH[w] and liking was r (20) = .69, p < .05. This strong correlation indicated that 
when Amy liked Ben, it was very possible that Amy would rate her relationship 
harmony with Ben as high. The strong correlation told us that RH[w] and liking 
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were very similar to each other at the dyad-level. 
The interpersonal correlation between RH[w] and liking was insignificant (r 
=.36, p > .05). This signified that whether Amy liked Ben would have no 
influence on the judgement ofRH[w] between them by Ben. Thus, the RH[w] could 
not induce reciprocity of the liking in another person, and vice versa. The results 
demonstrated that RH[w] and liking were not strictly identical. RH[w] could not be 
exchanged for liking. Also, liking another would not cause the other to think the 
relationship as harmonious. This might be due to the fact that dyadic reciprocity 
was not significant for RH[w], even though the intrapersonal correlation for RH>] 
and liking was high. Since interpersonal correlation was a kind of dyadic 
reciprocity across the two constructs, it would be affected by the insignificant 
RH[w] dyadic reciprocity. 
According to the SRM analysis, we could be sure that RH[w] was different 
from liking as RH[w]was not influenced by the person beingjudged. For 
reciprocity, however, people tended to have more harmonious relationship with 
the persons they liked. In essence, RH[w] and liking are of different variance 
composition; but with regards to external correlate, they are the same. 
R H ^ and liking prediction. Problems need to be solved in data arrangement 
before running regressions to predict RH[w] and liking by personality. First of all, 
there were multiple rater effects. Given the 107 participants in the present studies 
grouped in 5- or 6-person groups, there were over 400 pairs of dyad. In a group 
composed of Persons A, B, C, D, and E, there would be 20 pairs (AB, AC, AD, 
AE, BA, BC, BD, BE, etc...). A would be giving four scores in four of the dyads 
and non-dependency would occur. Second, since the participants were grouped, 
there might be some group influence that could affect their ratings. 
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In the light of the multiple rater problems, the dyads were divided into 4 sets 
of data so that the variance ratings given by Person A would fall into different 
sets of data. This would result in four sets of data with around 100 dyads in each 
set. For the group effect, all the regression would be tested for group influence 
and significant group effect were controlled before SAPPS were entered. 
For the four sets of data, four stepwise regressions would be run to predict 
RH[w] and liking. Referring to the dyad between Amy and Ben, the predictors 
were the personality of Amy reported by Amy (e.g. ExtroversioriA(A)) and by Ben 
(e.g. ExtroversionB(A)). These predictors would then be used to predict the RH[w] 
and liking reported by Amy (e.g. RH^_B)) and Ben (e.g. RHB(A-B)). These 
regressions were used to see which type of personality perceived by one party 
could be translated into the evaluation ofRH[w] or liking. Since the four sets of 
data were independent, the predictors appeared in all four sets of data should be 
very robust in accounting for the variance of the dependent variable. The 
discussion would thus focus on the variables that appeared in more than one set 
of data. 
Each dependent variable in a set of data would be tested for the presence of 
group effect. The possible group influence was controlled by entering 
independent variables as two blocks: the first block composed of dummy-coded 
group names and the second block composed of personality dimensions. Similar 
procedures were adopted in running regression in the present study. The R-square 
change brought about by each of the personality dimension was used to compare 
their relatedness to the dependent variable. 
Insert Table 13 about here 
RH in the Work Place iii 
Helpfulness of one party in a dyad came out to be a very important predictor 
for the RH[w] of the dyad. In a dyad of Amy and Ben, the self-report helpfulness 
ofAmy (Helpfulness^) could predict the RH[w] rated by Amy. The RH[w] rated by 
Ben could also be predicted by Ben's rating of Amy's Helpfulness. When one 
was assessing the relationship with another person, whether one considered both 
of the parties as helpful would be influential. 
As for liking, whether Amy liked Ben (likingA(A.B)) was best predicted by the 
self-report Intellect and Helpfulness of Amy. Also, whether Ben liked Amy 
(likingA(A-B)) could be predicted by Ben's perception of Amy's Helpfulness and 
Intellect. Therefore, if one party in the dyad perceived the self or the partner as 
helpful or intelligent, that party would like the others more. 
RH[w� was different from liking in the dyadic level as RH[w] related to 
Helpfulness while liking related to both Helpfulness and Intellect. As liking was 
composed of a larger portion of target variance, a person should have certain 
intrinsic quality so as to be liked by another. For RH[w], whether one possessed 
certain favorable traits was not that significant. Intellect was a quality that was 
important in a work setting where the dyads in the present study interacted. It 
was natural that being intelligent in this setting would increase a person's 
'likability'. As for RH[w], it could be reflecting an ability to maintain the balance 
in a dyad. Some quality for smooth social exchange like Helpfulness would thus 
be influential; however, whether one had certain internal quality such as Intellect 
may not be that vital to the maintenance ofRH[w]. 
Why is Helpfulness such a powerful construct for both RH[w] and liking at 
dyadic level and for RH_ at individual level? Using SRM, a significant assumed 
similarity was found for Helpfulness but not the other personality dimensions (r 
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=.62, p > .05). Such Strong correlation reflected that if a person saw the selfas 
helpful, that person would tend to see others as helpful too. I fwe think of 
helpfulness, it is by nature a kind of social interaction that would induce similar 
response from others. Helpful people, like those studied by altruistic behavior, 
are usually those who have been helped. Thus, this effect was reasonably 
grounded and it would undoubtedly increase the similarity between the 
evaluation ofthe self and that of others by a person. Therefore, it might be the 
shared nature of the Helpfulness that led it to be such a powerful predictor for 
interpersonal construct. 
Group Level 
For each group its members' scores on a given item were summed for the 62 
items in the GIM, TDS, and GSD. The 21 group scores were recorded for each of 
the items and factor analyzed. The ratio of group scores to measures is low 
(Guilford's, 1954, 2:1 ratio). However, such prescriptions used less reliable 
individual data, while the aggregate scores in this study were more reliable and 
could be meaningfully factor analyzed (Hofstede, Bond, and Luk, 1993, pp. 490-
491). 
A principal components factor analysis was mn to investigate the structure 
behind the 62 group process items adopted from the three questionnaires. From 
the scree plot, it was very clear that the one factor accounting 40.44% ofthe 
variance best defined the measures. Items with factor loadings above .50 were 
chosen and all group members' rating on those items were averaged to generate 
the internal-rated group performance. The content and factor loadings ofthe 
items were summarized in Table 14. 
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Insert Table 14 about here 
Correlations were obtained to explore the relationship between the internal-
rated and external-rated group performance, personality, RH[w], liking and 
contribution. The personality information of each group was obtained by 
averaging self-ratings and ratings given to others by all the members of a group. 
Then, the averaged sum and variance of the self- and other ratings were 
correlated with the group performance index. It can be seen from Table 15 that 
significant positive correlates with both internal- and external-rated group 
performances were the sum of other-ratings ofIntellect and Restraint positively. 
Insert Table 15 about here 
For the inter-correlations between the two group performance ratings and 
the interaction indexes, strong relationships were found (Table 16). After adding 
all the response from the group members on the interaction indexes, RH[w] and 
liking correlated with internal-rated more strongly than with external-rated group 
performance. Group contribution was not that strongly correlated with the group 
performance when compared to RH[w] and liking. Further differentiation between 
the internal- and external-rated group performance would be explored with 
regression analysis. 
Insert Table 16 about here 
In order to test whether the interaction indexes provide information above the 
group personality, stepwise regressions were run to predict internal-rated group 
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performance by two blocks of independent variables. The sum of other-ratings 
formed the first block and the interaction indexes formed the second block. The 
results were shown in Table 17. 
Insert Table 17 about here 
The personality information useful for predicting internal- and external-rated 
group performance was different. For the sum of other ratings, Restraint was 
useful in predicting internal-rated group performance while Intellect was useful 
in predicting external-rated group performance. After entering the personality 
information, the variances of internal- and external- rated group performance 
were explained at 38% and 30% respectively. It seemed that the personality 
information did a satisfactoryjob in predicting group performance, regardless of 
whether it was externally or internally assessed. 
For external group performance, the information of interpersonal interaction 
within the group was not that important in rating a group's performance, as seen 
from the personality dimension included in the two equations. Among all the 
personality dimensions, Intellect would be the trait most likely to be transferred 
into the assignment in an academic work group, thus it was useful in predicting 
the external-rated group performance. For the group members, the interpersonal 
interaction like the general ability for the members to restrain one self was more 
important in predicting the group performance rated by them. 
RH[w] and liking only had additive prediction power for internal-rated but 
not for external-rated group performance. It is reasonable that the group members 
would be more sensitive to the relationship interaction within the group and 
would incorporate the relationship information into their assessment of the group 
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functioning. Contribution did not help to explain both the performance ratings. 
Once again, RH[w] was more differentiated from contribution than from 
liking as contribution did not add anything in explaining the group performance. 
I f the only differences between R H _ and liking were the relationship-orientation 
and the absence oftarget effect ofRH[w], the aggregated RH[w] scores at the group 
level might have blurred the differences between RH[w] and liking. Therefore, 
their functions at the group level were more or less the same. 
Implication and Conclusion 
Relationship harmony is a relationship-oriented construct. It is related to the 
personality judgments rated by both the peers and the self when it is a general 
reputation at the individual level, a socially agreed degree of relationship quality 
at the dyadic level, and an asset possessed by the group to function. 
Relating RH^^ to Persnna1itv Judgments Reported bv Peers 
The peer-given personality judgments are related to RH[w]. At the individual 
level, the reputation of a person, as defined by the sum of traitjudgments 
received, is useful in predicting the RH[w] of that person rated by the peers and by 
the self. Also, people who have higher self-ratings than peer-ratings on their 
personality traits are perceived as having less harmonious relationship in the 
group in general. At the group level, the group possession ofpersonality 
resources in terms of other ratings is related to the group performance as assessed 
by its members. These findings have helped to solve the puzzle raised by Li et al. 
(1998) and show that the other-ratings had really had some effect on the self-
report RH[w] in a specific work setting. 
Among the peer-given personality dimensions, Helpfulness is the one most 
closely related to the RH[w] at the three levels. Helpfulness is the only dimension 
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having assumed similarity effect in SRM analysis and is a more social-oriented 
construct by its nature. 
Differentiating RH^^ frmn Liking and Contribution 
Differences between RH[w] and contribution are obvious in the three levels of 
analyses. For individual and dyadic levels, contribution is closely linked to 
Intellect while RH[w] is related to Helpfulness more frequently. In general, 
personality traits do a betterjob in predicting RH[w] than predicting contribution. 
Insert Table 18 about here 
For the differentiation between RH[w] and liking, it must be admitted that the 
nomological net of personality surrounding RH[w] is very similar to that ofliking. 
The correlates ofboth RH[w] and liking with individual level personality 
reputation are the same, RH[w� and liking are both related to Helpfulness at the 
dyad level, and their functions in the group level are not different. IfRH[w] 
possesses certain ‘oriental/ Chinese' quality that has not been envisioned in the 
West, it should do the work that existing constructs, such as liking, cannot do. If 
RH[w] and liking are doing the samejob, we might say the two are speaking ofthe 
same thing. 
Insert Table 19 about here 
However, if we are more careful in observing the results, data suggest that 
there are some differences between RH[w] and liking. The most obvious 
difference between RH[w] and liking is that RH[w] only has significant rater effects 
while liking has both rater and partner effects in the dyadic level under SRM 
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analysis. The absence of a partner effect for RH[w] suggests that no variance of 
the ratings was due to the person being rated. This result could be interpreted as 
suggesting that RH[w] focuses more on the relationship. 
The RH[w] can be seen as relationship-oriented when its correlates were 
compared to those ofliking. At both individual and dyadic levels, RH[w] relates to 
Helpfulness while liking relates to both Intellect and Helpfulness. The variance 
falling into the relationship and error term is higher for Helpfulness than for 
Intellect in Table 11. Also, Helpfulness has the lowest target variance among the 
eight dimensions. This might suggest that there is a larger variance of 
relationship for Helpfulness than for Intellect and other dimensions. This 
distribution of variance translates into a closer relationship between RH>] and 
Helpfulness, which also has most of the variance falling into the relationship and 
error term. 
That RH[w] relates to Helpfulness while liking relates to Intellect is indicative 
ofthe possible differences between RH[w] and liking. Intellect is a more intrinsic 
trait useful in a work setting like this. So, liking arises from the favorable traits in 
a given situation. As for Helpfulness and RH[w], they are more relationship-
oriented and thus are closely linked together. 
The RH[w]'s focus on relationship might be the reason for the absence of 
differentiation at the group level. When all the RH[w] scores within a group are 
averaged, the relationship uniqueness is blurred and RH[w] is no longer a 
construct differentiated from other relational construct such as liking. This might 
suggest that RH[w], as a relationship specific construct, would work most 
efficiently at the dyadic level. For example, RH[w] will be a good way to evaluate 
relationships between a supervisor and a worker. However, it might not be 
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appropriate in assessing the quality of relationships in a work group. 
Conceptually, RH[w] and liking should also be different. People could like 
somebody without having any relationship with that person. In daily life, the fans 
of some pop stars may well illustrate the case in which liking exists without any 
relationships. Similarly, if the participants in the present study were asked to rate 
each other at the beginning of their interaction in the class, we might expect them 
to have difficulties in assessing the RH[w] but not in assessing the liking towards 
each other. 
Limitations and Future Study 
As RH[w] should be different from liking, the failure to find many differences 
with other constructs may point to the limitations of the present study. 
As discussed above, the development of liking might not need interpersonal 
interaction. However, relationship harmony can hardly be derived without 
interaction with another person. In the present study, both the RH[w] and liking 
scores have been collected when the participants have interacted with each other 
for months and the differences between RH[w] and liking might be blurred. It 
would be nice to explore the differences between RH[w] and liking when people 
are less acquainted with each other. 
For the assessment ofboth RH[w] and liking, only a single response was 
collected. As Kwan et al. (1997) derived the measures, RH[5] scores for five 
relationships were collected to give an aggregate score for a person's achieved 
RH[w]. However, when we move forward to analyze each relationship, the score 
became a single response for each of the dyads. This might not alert the 
participants to differentiate between RH[w] and liking. 
Since the present study has collected RH[w] and liking at a single time point 
RH in the Work Place iii 
and with a single item, it is not feasible to separate the relationship variance from 
the error variance. Although the present evidence is quite indicative ofRH[w] as a 
relationship-oriented construct, further confirmation through observing 
relationship variance apart from error will be needed. 
For research involving peer-ratings and self-ratings, the problem of 
method-specific variance is unavoidable. As John and Robins (1993) suggest, the 
‘nature ofmethod specific variance is not well understood' (p. 546). The only 
way to avoid such problems would be using ratings from different sources to 
predict behaviors. The conflicts or resolution of conflicts caused by a person can 
be recorded in an experimental setting and see if the behaviors can be predicted 
by self-report or peer-given RH[w] and liking. 
It is therefore necessary to collect ratings at different time points from 
different sources in the future studies. To partition relationship from error 
variance, it may be good to ask participants to report RH[w] and liking to each 
other at the beginning and towards the end of their three-month interactions. The 
ways used to assess RH[w] and liking may be expanded. To avoid possible 
influence from method variance, it would be good if a laboratory session can be 
set up towards the end of the study. Participants can discuss in their groups and 
see if the self-report or the peer-given ratings can predict the video-taped 
behaviors. 
All in all, the current study suggests that RH[w] is more relationship-oriented 
than liking and contribution. RH[w] is linked to Helpfulness and liking to Intellect. 
As RH[w] is relationship-specific, the failure to predict RH[5] by personality in a 
work group in Li et al. (1998) study is understandable as the personality ratings 
from people in RH[5] were used to predict RH[w]. 
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Table 55 
Psychometric Properties of the Self-report and Peer-given SAPPS 
SAPPS 
Dimensions 
Self-report Peer -given Self-Peer t 
M""" SD a M~~ SD ICC ] ^WGf4) Corr. 
Openness 4.22 1.18 " T ^ 4.22 .78 A8""" .88 39** 7 ^ ^ 
Emotional Stability 4.10 1.00 .76 4.60 .71 .72 .86 38** -5.29** 
Extroversion 4.25 1.08 .84 4.71 .89 .82 .92 .60** -5.22** 
Application 4.49 .96 .70 5.04 .68 .81 .92 .24 -5.50** 
Intellect 4.73 •75 .63 5.02 .58 .84 .93 .21 -3.59** 
Helpfulness 4.47 .70 .43 4.97 .54 .81 .91 .12 -6.35** 
Restraint 4.39 .92 .70 4.79 .70 .78 .91 .36** -4.42** 
Assertiveness 4.06 .75 .55 4.39 •76 .73 .90 .28** -3.52** 
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Table 2 
Psychometric Properties of the Self-report and Peer-given RH^^. Liking’ and 
Contribution 
Self-report Peer-given Self-Peer t 
M SD - M ~ ~ SD %Gf4) Corr. 
R^ [^w] 5.85 M 5.85 ~ ~ A ^ .82 ~~T7 ^ ~ ~ 
Liking 5.57 .64 5.57 .622 .82 .38** .027 
Contribution 81.06 9.34 82.42 7.82 .74** 2.22 




Contribution= Contribution centered to group means 
RH in the Work Place 58 
Table 3 
Correlations between Peer-given SAPPS. and Peer-given Liking. Relationship 
Harmony, Contribution 
Peer-given Averaged Peer- given T-Test ofCoefficients 
SAPPS Liking RH[wi Contribution Liking / Contribution^ 
Raw centered RH[w] RH[w] 
Openness T ^ 2 .119 .283** .256** 1 ^ L ^ 
Emotional Stability .195 .243 -.051 -.047 -0.81 -2.61 
Extroversion .138 .061 .148 .133 1.18 0.63 
Application .485** .453** 393** .457** 1.79 0.05 
Intellect .601** .461** .492** .462** 0 0.01 
Helpfulness •613** 617** .360** .206 0 -4.89** 
Restraint 462** 469** .316** 295** -0.36 -1.86 
Assertiveness .242 .100 294** 328** 2.32 2.13 
Note. 
N=107 
**p< .01, two-tailed 
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Table 4 
Predicting Peer-given RH^^ T.iking, and Contribution with Peer-given 
Personality Dimensions 
Model DV Predictors R-
(Peer-given) Square 
Change 
F Change Standardized 
Beta 
t 
1# Peer-given Helpfulness .19 51.16(1,85)** ~M 6.81** 
RH[w] 
2# Peer-given Helpfulness .17 38.58(1,85)** .46 6.20** 
Liking Intellect .11 35.66(1,84)** .44 5.97** 
3# Peer-given Intellect .10 47.08(1,85)** .25 3.36** 
Contribution Application .02 8.25(1,84)** .28 3.84** 
Extroversion •02 10.76(1,83)** .16 3.28** 
Note. 
N = 107 
**p<.01,two-tailed 
# group difference exists, R-square change and F change were obtained after 
group effect had been controlled. 
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Table 5 
Correlations between Peer-given SAPPS. and Self-report Liking. Relationship 
Harmony. Contribution 
Peer-given General Self- Report T-Test ofCoefficients 
SAPPS Liking RH[w] Contri bution Liking/ Contribution^ 
Raw Centered RH[w] /RH[w] 
Openness T o ^ ^ ~ ~ .172 • 169 0 ^ L ^ 
Emotional Stability .209 .150 -.075 -.034 0.84 -1.85 
Extroversion .195 .145 .096 .092 0.71 -0.54 
Application .031 .072 .205 .238 -0.55 1.72 
Intellect .067 .032 .237 .251** 0.47 2.27 
Helpfulness .372** 261** .199 .117 1.90 -1.51 
Restraint .109 .093 .095. .127 0.22 0.34 




Contribution, = Contribution centered to group means 
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Table 6 
Predicting Self-report RH^^, Liking, and Contribution with Peer-given 
Personality Dimensions 
Model DV Predictors R- F Change Standardized 
(Peer-given) Square Beta 
Change 
1 Self-report Helpfulness .07 7.69(1,105)** .261 
R H [ w ] 
2# Self-report Intellect .08 13.71(1,85)** -.40 
Liking 






N = 1 0 7 
**p<.01, two-tailed 
# group difference exists, R-square change and F change were obtained after 
group effect had been controlled. 
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Table 7 




Other Ratings ofSelf 
Liking RH[w] Contribution Contribution^ 
Openness -.113~~ - .175"" T n s ~J32 
Emotional Stability -.132 -.105 -.072 -.056 
Extroversion -.104 -.142 .120 -.086 
Application -.026 -.008 .087 • 184 
Intellect .028 -.030 .234 .083 
Helpfulness .008 -.018 .071 .010 
Restraint -.010 .057 .113 .054 




Contribution, = Contribution centered to group means 
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Table 8 
Correlations between Self-enhancetnent Indexed by Residual Method with Self-
report Constructs 
Self -report 
SAPPS RH[5] ~ ~ ^ " " " esteem life satisfaction 
Openness to Experience -.026 ~~.252** -.080 
Emotional Stability .050 363** .306** 
Extroversion .200 284** .091 
Application .254** .225 302** 
Intellect .175 371** .237 
Helpfulness .031 .265** .035 
Restraint .161 .200 .276** 
Assertiveness .053 .332 .116 
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Table 9 
Correlations between Degree of Self-enhancement Tndexed bv Residual Method 
with Peer-given Constructs 
Other Rating Self 
SAPPS relationship liking 
harmony 
contribution contribution. 
Openness to Experience -.241 -.224~~~ T ^ ~ ~ ^ 
Emotional Stability -.213 -.221 -.057 -.041 
Extroversion -.223 -.233 .039 -.207 
Application -.121 -.148 -.008 .026 
Intellect -.131 -.102 .132 -.016 
Helpfulness -.091 -.065 .029 -.014 
Restraint -.121 -.190 -.001 -.057 
Assertiveness -.189 -.178 .032 -.035 




Contribution�= Contribution centered to group means 
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Table 10 
Correlations between Degree of Self-enhancement Tndexed by Subtraction 
Method with Other Constructs 
SAPPS 
Self -report Other Rating Self 





Openness to Experience -.022 ^ ~ ~ -.040 -.264** -.283** -.050 
Emotional Stability .085 296** .266** -.282** -.274** -.037 
Extroversion .158 .277** .084 -.231 -.262** -.003 
Application .333** . 2 7 1 " .238 -.307** -.345** -.179 
Intellect •249** .360** .207 -.343** -.388** -.130 
Helpfulness .088 .302** .032 -.415** -.391** -.174 
Restraint .215 .225 .251 -295** -.356** -.125 
Assertiveness .132 .271** .155 -.214* -.280** -.131 





Relative Vannnr.e Partitioning 
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Constructs Variance Source 
Rater Target Relationship 
and error 
SAPPS Openness to Experience .06 ~ ~ A ^ ~ ~ ^ M 
Emotional Stability .12* .35* .54 
Extroversion .04* .60* .36 
Application .18* .36* .46 
Intellect .19* .28* .53 
Helpfulness .13* .18* .69 
Restraint .15* .24* .61 
Assertiveness .04* .53* .43 
Relational Relationship Harmony .26* .00 •74 
Liking .17* .14* •70 
Note. 
d f = 20. The relationship component was not tested for significance. 
* p < . 0 5 . 
Table 12 
Reciprocity 
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Constructs Types ofReciprocity 
General Dyadic 
SAPPS Openness to Experience -.52*? r ^ 
Emotional Stability .12 .08 
Extroversion -.13 .01 
Application -.29 .05 
Intellect -.23 .16 
Helpfulness .17 .19 
Restraint -.11 -.03 
Assertiveness -.35 -.13 
Relational Relationship Harmony •00 .49 
Liking .13 .31* 
Note. 
d f = 20. The relationship component was not tested for significance. 
*p< .05 . , 
？ The relative rater variance for Openness to Experience was not reliable. 
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Table 13 
l^p,gressions PreHicting RH ^nd Liking at Dvadic Level 
RH/Liking~~ 
Between A,B 
Personality of A Mean— R^A in each data set 




















































Sub-scripts indicate the giver ofthe ratings, A and B denote the two persons 
involved in the dyad. 
Model with underlined sub-scripts had significant group effect. 
All p's<.01. 
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We work together. 
Some members respond only when asked. 
Everyone participates. 
Everyone has a chance to express their opinions. 
We have enough emergent leadership to stimulate competition. 
In our discussions, we drift offthe point. 
We made decisions quickly. 
Members feel free to make positive and negative comments. 
We delegate our group work. 
Diversity ofbackgrounds aid group problem solving 
Some members appear to withhold questions. 
We objectively evaluate our own participation. 
There are conflicts and hostility among members. 
Some act like they "know it all". 
We show positive attitudes regarding group work. 
Our individual styles seem compatible. 
There is a relaxed atmosphere. 
An atmosphere of trust exists in our group. 
We're willing to meet on our own time. 
We organize our communication according to available time. 
Encouragement is given to reticent members to express their opinions. 
We identify the different functions necessary for successful completion ofgroup 
project. 
We are comfortable with the roles we play in the group. 
We have constructive arguments. 
We have an individual who has assumed a leadership role. 
We show a high level of support for teamwork. 
To resolve an issue, we vote the use the majority decision. 
Leadership shifts from person to person when we do different kinds of 
assignments. 
Sometimes people with good ideas don't seem to speak up. 
We have more members absent than in other groups. 
One or two members pretend to be prepared when they're really not. 
Some members ofthe group would not disagree for fear of what the others might 
think. 
We have become good friends. 
One or two members are stubborn in their viewpoints. 
Our team is effective in getting out and using the ideas, opinions, and information 
ofall team members in making decisions? 
The goals are understood and they have meaning for group members. 
The group works well. 
Nobody really assumes responsibility. 
Team members respect the leader, but they work together as a unified team with 
everyone participating and no one dominate. 
Ifyou were enrolled in another group-oriented class like this, I would like to work 
with the same people in the present group. 
You feel that working with this group will enable you attain the personal goals 
you hope to achieve in the class. 
You feel your group works well together compared to other groups in the class. 
The members ofyour group encourage each other to work as a team. 
Members emphasize a team goal. 
Members exchange opinions and goals. 
Members encourage each other to give their best effort. 
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Table 15 
Tnter-mrrelation<^ he,tween Gronp Performance with Personality Dimensions 
Group Performance 
External Internal 
SAPPS Self ratings Other ratings Self Ratings Other Ratings 
Sum Variance Sum Variance Sum Variance Sum Variance 




















Application .29 .49 .47 -.11 -.09 .48 .50 -.17 
Intellect .45 •03 .58** .03 .21 -.05 .60** .07 
Helpfulness .38 -.11 .48 • 18 .02 -.21 .53 -.03 
Restraint .41 .05 .57** .06 .18 -.14 64** .06 
Assertiveness .35 .50 .47 .14 -.03 .44 .46 -.03 
Note. 
N=21 
**p< .01, two-tailed 
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Table 16 








Internal-rated External-rated Group Group 
group group 
performance performance 










**p< .01, two-tailed 
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Table 17 
Predicting Grmip Performance with rTroiip Personality and RH—/ Liking/ 
Contribution 
Model DV Predictors Adjusted R- F Change Beta t 
R2 Square 
Change 
Internal- Sum of other- .38 
rated rated Restraint 
Performance 
RH [w] .64 
.41 13.23(1,19)** .20 1.15** 
.27 14.71(1,17)** .68 3.84** 
2 Internal- Sumofother- .38 .41 13.23(1,19)** .25 1.98** 
rated rated Restraint 
Performance ,, 
Liking .77 .39 34.24(1,17)** .74 5.85** 
Internal- Sum of other- . 3 8 
rated rated Restraint 
Performance 
Contribution .43 
.41 13.23(1,19)** .51 2.74** 
.08 2.61(1,18) .30 1.62 
4 External- Sumofother- .30 .34 9.66(1,19)** .32 1.59** 
rated rated Intellect 
Performance 
RH [w] .43 .15 5.12(1,17) .46 2.26 
5 External- Sumofother- .30 .34 9.66(1,19)** .37 1.93** 
rated rated Intellect 
Performance 
Liking .43 .15 5.40(1,18) .44 2.32 
6 External- Sum of other-





.33 9.66(1,19)** .40 1.92** 
•36 .09 2.69(1,18) .34 1.64 
N=21 
**p<.01, two-tailed 
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Table 18 
Differentiating R H ^ and Contribution 
Individual Level RH[wi — Contribution 
Peer ratings related to Peer-given Helpfulness Peer-given Intellect 
Application 
Extroversion 
Self ratings related to Peer-given Helpfulness Peer-given Intellect 
Selfratings linked to self-
enhancement? 
Yes No 




Help to predict internal Group 
Process? 
Yes No 
Help to predict external Group 
Process? 
No No 
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Table 19 
Differentiating RH^^ and Liking 
Individual Level RH[w] Liking 
Peer ratings related to Peer-given Helpfulness Peer-given 
Helpfulness 
Intellect 




Target variance significant? No Yes 
Predicted by personality Helpfulness Intellect 
Helpfulness 
Interpersonal correlation? Not related Not related 
Rater variance significant? Yes Yes 
General reciprocity? No No 
Dyadic reciprocity? Yes Yes 
Intrapersonal correlation? Related Related 
Group Level 
Help to predict internal Group 
Process? 
Yes Yes 
Help to predict external Group 
Process? 
No No 
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